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PER CURI AM

Udo Ogonnaya |ljonmah, a native and citizen of Nigeria,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeals (“Board”) affirmng, wthout opinion, the immgration
j udge’ s order denying her notion to reopen deportation proceedi ngs.
We have reviewed the record and the inmgration judge s order and
find that the immgration judge did not abuse her discretion in

denying ljomah’s notion to reopen. See INS v. Doherty, 502 U S.

314, 323-24 (1992). W find that ljomah’s notion to reopen was
untinely filed, see 8 CF.R 8 3.23(b)(1) (2001), and that Ijomah
failed to qualify for any of the exceptions to the tineliness
requirenent.

Additionally, to the extent that |jomah clains that the
Board’s use of the summary affirmance procedure as set forth in
8 CF.R 8 1003.1(e)(4) (2004) violated her rights under the Due
Process Clause, we find that this claimis squarely forecl osed by

our decision in Blanco de Bel bruno v. Ashcroft, 362 F.3d 272 (4th

Cr. 2004). W further find that summary affirnmance was
appropriate in this <case wunder the factors set forth in
§ 1003.1(e) (4).

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review W also
deny ljomah’s notion for sunmary reversal. W dispense with ora
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not
aid the decisional process.
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